confidentiality of information. Audit agencies such as GAO, or independent researchers, may have a legitimate interest in verifying quality of data generated in an evaluation. The process need not and should not breach promises of confidentiality made to individual respondents or invade their privacy. A report commissioned by the GAO on assessing evaluation quality (Social Science Research Council 1978) recognizes the additional needs of avoiding needless disruption of research and harassment of respondents. The report recommends several alternatives to the usual way of reinterviewing respondents including:  independent sampling of the target population to compare statistical results obtained by the auditor with statistical results obtained by the evaluator; use of evaluators independent of both original evaluation staff and audit staff for reinterviews; drawing a subsample of the original sample for reinterview to minimize disruption of the research; and other strategies.  In many intances, regathering of primary data is unnecessary: review of design, execution, and analysis is sufficient for judging the quality of major program evaluations (see also Hedrick et al. 1979). The critical point is that original evaluation information not be withheld by researchers, sponsors, or any other parties; the more such information is available, the less intrusive can be the approach taken in reanalysis and critical appraisal.
STATE AND LOCAL ACTIVITIES Funding and Independence
The amount of federal money spent for evaluation activities at state and local levels is not inconsiderable. Webster and Stufflebeam (1978; see Appendix C:Figure C-3) found that 35 large urban school districts spent a total of nearly $34 million on research and evaluation, of which $21 million (or more than two-thirds) was federal funds. But funding forimsky 1978) .  Later on, the data from                                     'j
